On the relation between the two works, see also Abulsater, The Climax of Speculative Theology, pp. 38 f.
the Kitāb al-Mulakhkhaṣ is confirmed by Abū l-Ḥasan Muḥammad b. Muḥam-mad b. Aḥmad al-Buṣrawī (d. 443/1051) who states in his list of al-Murtaḍā's writings that the Kitāb al-Mulakhkhaṣ was left incomplete (nāqiṣ).3 A further indication that the Mulakhkhaṣ was left unfinished is the lack of references to the work in the later chapters of the commentary on al-Murtaḍā's Jumal alʿilm wa-l-ʿamal-whether it is an autocommentary or was rather composed by al-Karājikī is debated among scholars-as against the first chapters which are devoted to the divine attributes, in which the author refers to the work at several occasions.4 Āghā Buzurg al-Tihrānī describes the only extant manuscript of the work, that was at the time in the possession of Shaykh al-Islām al-Zanjānī, to consist of four fascicles (ajzāʾ, sg. juzʾ)-a codicological division that may have originated with the author himself.5 While the codex is missing in the beginning (about one fifth of the first fascicle is missing) it covers the sections devoted to God and His attributes as well as parts of the section on divine justice-bāb al-kalām fī l-ṣifāt, bāb al-kalām fī nafy al-ruʾya, bāb al-kalām fī lʿadl, bāb al-kalām fī l-irāda, bāb al-kalām fī l-kalām, bāb al-kalām fī l-makhlūq and, in fascicle four, bāb al-kalām fī l-istiṭāʿa. The few chapters contained in fascicle four have in fact been gleaned from the Kitāb al-Dhakhīra. The manuscript belongs nowadays to the Parliamentary Library in Tehran (Ms. Majlis 86070 [formerly 9632]) , and it has served as the basis for the edition by Muḥammad Riḍā Anṣārī Qummī who has published the first three fascicles, fascicle three ending in the middle of the discussion of al-kalām fī l-makhlūq.6 At the end of Fascicle Two, the date 4 Dhū l-Qaʿda 1037/6 July 1628 is given by the anonymous scribe.7 3 Al-Murtaḍā had issued an ijāza for al-Buṣrawī (dated Shaʿbān 417/September-October 1026) allowing him to transmit all works included in that list. The text of the ijāza including the list of al-Murtaḍā's writings is quoted by Afandī, vol. 4, vol. 5, p. 158 . See also ʿAbd al-Razzāq Muḥyī al-Dīn, Adab al-Murtaḍā min sīratihi wa-atharihi, Baghdad 1957, pp. 131ff.; Abulsater, The Climax of Speculative Theology, pp. 43f.-Cf. also Āghā Buzurg, vol. 22, pp. 51, 78 . The work is replete with references to earlier works by al-Murtaḍā; see also below, n. 12. 5 Āghā Buzurg, vol. 22, p. 210. 6 For a detailed description of the codex, see the editor's introduction to the Mulakhkhaṣ, pp. 32 ff. Copies of the codex are preserved in the Marʿashī library (cf. http://www.aghabozorg .ir/showbookdetail.aspx?bookid=193173 [consulted 01/11/2013]), and in the Markaz-i iḥyā-yi mīrāth-i islāmī (http://www.aghabozorg.ir/showbookdetail.aspx?bookid=191567 [consulted 01/11/2013]), both in Qum. 7 Mulakhkhaṣ, p. 334. For this manuscript, see also cf. vol. 5, p. 243 Intellectual History of the Islamicate World 2 (2014) Other than what was the case with his Mulakhkhaṣ, there is no doubt that al-Murtaḍā had completed his Kitāb al-Dhakhīra. However, the extant manuscripts of the work are clearly all partial and the entire scope of the book is beyond our knowledge. When Aḥmad al-Ḥusaynī prepared his edition of the Dhakhīra, which was published in 1411/1990-1991, he consulted the following copies:
(1) Ms. Astāna Quds (Mashhad) 3244 (Ms. Mashhad, Ilāhiyyāt 14905) Rajab 505/23 January 1112.8 (2) Ms. Ākhund (= Madrasa-yi Ākhūnd-i Hamadān, or Kitābkhāna-yi Gharb, Hamadān) 4635, tentatively dated by the editor to the 11th/17th century.9
As Aḥmad al-Ḥusaynī remarks, both copies proved to be problematic.10 They evidently go back (directly or indirectly) to the same Vorlage as is suggested by numerous identical mistakes in the two manuscripts. Moreover, Ms. Ākhund 4635 is incomplete in the beginning and the end. In addition to this, the scribe of the manuscript (or of his Vorlage) has omitted entire sentences and/or lines so that the text is defective throughout. Ms. Astāna Quds 3244 is also heavily damaged in the beginning and often proves corrupt. Aḥmad al-Ḥusaynī's edition therefore lacks parts of the introduction and of the first chapters of the book and his conjectures throughout the text necessarily remain tentative. Dharīʿa, vol. 3, pp. 343f. no. 1236; vol. 4, p. 24 no. 75; Muʿjam al-turāth al-kalāmī, vol. 2, p. 160 no. 3223. 8 For facsimile reproductions of the title page, the first and the last pages of the text (including the colophon) of the manuscript, see the editor's introduction to Dhakhīra, pp. 66f. A microfilm copy is preserved in the Marʿashī library in Qum; cf. Dirāyatī, Fihristgān, vol. 16, p. 78. 9 For a description of the manuscript, see Maqṣūd, "Fihrist-i nuskhahā-yi khaṭṭī-yi kitāb-khāna-yi Gharb," p. 1325. Cf. also the editor's introduction to Dhakhīra, pp. 68f. (facsimiles of beginning and end of the text). Microfilm copies of this manuscript are preserved in the Marʿashī library in Qum and the University of Tehran Library; cf. Dirāyatī, Fihristgān, vol. 16, pp. 78 f. 10 Cf. the editor's introduction to Dhakhīra, pp. 63 f.
The internal order of the book as given in the two manuscripts and in the edition may not necessarily correspond to the original structure of the work and it suggests that significant portions beyond the introduction and the first chapters may in fact be missing. The edited text starts with the discussion on generated actions (tawlīd), followed by other themes usually dealt with in the context of divine justice (al-kalām fī l-istiṭāʿa wa-aḥkāmihā wa-mā yataʿallaqu bihā, al-kalām fī l-taklīf ). Next there are two sections devoted to annihilation and restoration (al-kalām fī l-iʿāda wa-mā yataʿallaqu bihā wa-yarjaʿu ilayhā)-normally placed at a later position in theological summae-and categories of knowledge and ratiocination (al-kalām fī l-maʿārif wa-l-naẓar wa-aḥkāmihimā wa-mā yataʿallaqu bihimā)-a topic one would rather expect to find at the beginning of a work. These are followed by other sections that again belong to the rubric of divine justice, viz. al-kalām fī l-luṭf, al-kalām fī l-aṣlaḥ, alkalām fī l-ālām, al-kalām fī l-ājāl, al-kalām fī l-arzāq, al-kalām fī l-afʿāl . After the sections containing discussions revolving around divine justice we find three sections that characteristically belong to chapters on prophecy, viz. alkalām fī l-nubuwwāt, al-kalām fī l-akhbār and al-kalām fī l-naskh. Next comes a section on the imamate (al-kalām fī l-imāma), followed by a discussion of promise and threat (al-kalām fī l-waʿīd al-samʿī). The book ends with a section devoted to commanding right and forbidding wrong (al-kalām fī l-amr bi-l-maʿrūf wa-l-nahy ʿan al-munkar) . Although the edition contains no trace of any discussion about the divine attributes and there is consequently no thematic overlap with the extants part of Kitāb al-Mulakhkhaṣ, occasional references to earlier parts that have no correspondence in the preserved portions of the book do suggest that some parts of the Dhakhīra are in fact missing.11 Moreover, in the above mentioned commentary to al-Murtaḍā's Jumal al-ʿilm wa-l-ʿamal we find repeated references to the Dhakhīra, two of which occur in the part devoted to divine unicity (tawḥīd).12 In his commentary on the Jumal al-ʿilm wa-l-ʿamal, entitled Kitāb Tamhīd al-uṣūl, al-Shaykh al-Ṭūsī also states that al-Murtaḍā had opened both his Dhakhīra and his Mulakhhaṣ with a discussion on ratiocination (naẓar).13 The lack of transmission of the first portions of the Dhakhīra was evidently prompted by al-Murtaḍā's concluding remarks to the work where he refers his readers for the first concise parts of the book to 11 See, e.g., Dhakhīra, p. 127, where a chapter is opened with a reference to an earlier discussion about will which is not preserved in the edited text (qad maḍā fī hādhā l-kitāb anna l-irāda tataʿallaqu bi-murādihā ʿalā jihat al-ḥudūth …).
12
Sharḥ jumal al-ʿilm wa-l-ʿamal, pp. 51, 78 (both tawḥīd), pp. 192, 210, 235 ( ‫ﰎ‬  ‫ﻛ‬  ‫ﺘ‬  ‫ﺎ‬  ‫ب‬  ‫ذ‬  ‫ﺧ‬  ‫ﲑ‬  ‫ة‬  ‫ﻟا‬  ‫ﻌ‬  ‫ﺎ‬  ‫ﱂ‬  ‫و‬  ‫ﺑ‬  ‫ﺼ‬  ‫ﲑ‬  ‫ة‬  ‫ا‬  ‫ﳌ‬  ‫ﺘ‬  ‫ﻌ‬  ‫ﲅ‬   |   ‫ا‬ ‫ﻣٕ‬  ‫ﻼ‬  ‫ء‬  ‫ﻟا‬  ‫ﴩ‬  ‫ﯾ‬  ‫ﻒ‬  ‫ا‬  ‫ﳉ‬  ‫ﻠ‬  ‫ﯿ‬  ‫ﻞ‬  ‫ا‬  ‫ﳌ‬  ‫ﺮ‬  ‫ﺗ‬  ‫ﴣ‬  ‫ر‬  ‫ﴈ‬  ‫ﷲ‬  ‫ﻋ‬  ‫ﻨ‬  ‫ﻪ‬   |   ‫و‬  ‫ﻓ‬  ‫ﺮ‬  ‫غ‬  ‫ﻣ‬  ‫ﻦ‬  ‫ﻧ‬  ‫ﺴ‬  ‫ﺨ‬  ‫ﻪ‬  ‫ﻨﻟ‬  ‫ﻔ‬  ‫ﺴ‬  ‫ﻪ‬  ‫ﻋ‬  ‫ﺎ‬  ‫ﱄ‬  ‫ﺑ‬  ‫ﻦ‬  ‫ﺳ‬  ‫ﻠ‬  ‫ﳰ‬  ‫ﻦ‬   |   ‫ﺑ‬  ‫ﻔ‬  ‫ﺴ‬  ‫ﻄ‬  ‫ﺎ‬  ‫ط‬  ‫ﻣ‬  ‫ﴫ‬  ‫ﰲ‬  ‫ﺷ‬  ‫ﻬ‬  ‫ﺮ‬  ‫ر‬  ‫ﺟ‬  ‫ﺐ‬  ‫ﺳ‬  ‫ﻨـ‬  ‫ﺔ‬   |  472   ‫و‬  ‫ا‬  ‫ﶵ‬  ‫ﺪ‬  ‫ﻋ‬  ‫ﲆ‬  ‫ﻧ‬  ‫ﻌ‬  ‫ﲈ‬  ‫ﻧ‬  ‫ﻪ‬  ‫و‬  ‫ﻫ‬  ‫ﻮ‬  ‫ﺣ‬  ‫ﺴ‬  ‫ـ‬  ‫ﱯ‬  ‫و‬  ‫ﺑ‬ Shahrāshūb, Maʿālim al-ʿulamāʾ, p. 29 no. 155; cf. also Afandī, Riyāḍ al-ʿulamāʾ, vol. 1, p. 100; Āghā Buzurg, Dharīʿa, vol. 13, p. 277 no. 1011; Muʿjam al-turāth al-kalāmī, vol. 4, p. 68 ʿAlī b. Sulaymān's copy of the Kitāb al-Dhakhīra was first mentioned by Andrej Jakovlevič Borisov (1903 Borisov ( -1942 in an article in which he describes thirteen Muʿtazilite manuscripts from the Firkovitch collection.28 The Kitāb alDhakhīra figures as item (11) in this publication, and Borisov gives "II Firk. arab. 21" as its shelfmark. The size of the manuscript in its present state (Ms. RNL Arab. 111) significantly exceeds that of the fragment described by Borisov, according to whom it consists of 110 leaves only. The first chapter heading noted by Borisov to occur on f. 12a figures in the manuscript in its present state on f. 53a. This suggests that ff. 1-41 were identified only later as belonging to the same codex and that the two portions of the original codex were subsequently placed together under one shelfmark. In 1985 the codex in its present form underwent restoration measures during which it was rebound and an attempt was made to repair the damaged leaves of the manuscript.29 The physical structure of the incompletely preserved codex is as follows: Q XIV30 (1-14) | single leaf (15) The scribe did not provide any quire signatures, nor did he add custodians at the end of verso pages, the only exception being ff. 76b-77a. There is a custodian at the end of f. 76b as well as a quire number on the inner top corner of f. 77a [Plate Two] signifying perhaps the beginning of the ninth quire of the third fascicle. Since this is the only quire of the codex that is numbered, this cannot not be verified any further. 28 Borisov, "Муʿтазилитские рукописи Государственной Публичной библиотеки в Ле-нинграде".-For an evaluation of his scholarship, see http://www.orientalstudies.ru/rus/ index.php?option=com_personalities&Itemid=74&person=11 and Treiger, "Andrei Iakovlevič Borisov (1903 Borisov ( -1942 and His Studies of Medieval Arabic Philosophy". 29
Apart from my earlier publication on the manuscript (see above, n. *) and my description of it in "Muʿtazilī Manuscripts in the Abraham Firkovitch Collection," pp. 422-428, a brief description of the codex is contained in an unpublished handlist of the Arabic section of the Second Firkovitch Collection that has been prepared by Victor Lebedev and can be consulted at the National Library of Russia (typewritten manuscript, Moscow 1992). See now also Osmanova, "The Manuscript of al-Sharīf al-Murtaḍā", which is to a large extent based on my earlier publications and marred by inaccuracies. Otherwise, Osmanova's article contains facsimiles of ff. 73a and 154b of the manuscript. 30 Q XIV signifying a quire of fourteen leaves, accordingly Q VIII signifying a quire of eight leaves, etc.
Intellectual History of the Islamicate World 2 (2014) As is typical for the material in the Firkovitch collection, there are numerous breaks in the continuity of the text, which occur as a rule at the end of the respective physical units of the manuscript, and the sequence of the units often disagrees with the order of the text of al-Dhakhīra. As is evident from the above tables, the manuscript contains some leaves that have no equivalent in Aḥmad al-Ḥusaynī's edition, namely ff. 136-139, containing the end of a chapter in which the dualists (thanawiyya) are being refuted, followed by faṣl fī l-radd ʿalā l-majūs and ending with faṣl al-kalām ʿalā l-naṣārā, which is incompletely preserved. Unfortunately, these four leaves are severely damaged so that the text can only partly be reconstructed. These portions of the text provide an additional indication that substantial parts of the original work are missing in the two manuscripts that were consulted by Aḥmad al-Ḥusaynī for his edition. Corresponding sections are preserved in alMurtaḍā's Mulakhkhaṣ, where they figure in the chapter on divine attributes and, more specifically, as part of the section al-kalām fī nafy al-ruʾya wa-l-idrāk ʿanhu (pp. 289-299). Moreover, Ms. RNL Arab. 111 contains an extended passage in the chapter on divine assistance (luṭf ) that has no equivalent in the edition (ff. 61b:7-64a:4; see also below Appendix). The context suggests that the passage was part of the original text of al-Dhakhīra that is missing in Aḥmad alḤusaynī's edition between lines 12 and 13 of p. 187. The lacuna may have been caused by the scribe of the Vorlage of the two Iranian manuscripts that were used by the editor; for some reason he seems to have failed to transcribe one or two leaves of the original text.
A comparision between Ms. RNL Arab. 111 and Aḥmad al-Ḥusaynī's edition shows that Ms. RNL Arab. 111 significantly differs from the two Iranian manuscripts. Given the much earlier date of the Firkovitch manuscript, it could certainly help to improve the edition. By way of demonstration, the variants of the manuscript to the edited text with respect to the three chapters al-kalām fī l-luṭf, al-kalām fī l-aṣlaḥ, and al-kalām fī l-ālām (ed. AḤ 186-222 = Ms. RNL Arab. 111, fols. 60b:6-89b:6) are given in the appendix. [/1979-1980] (repr. Qum 2009). Abū l-Ṣalāḥ al-Ḥalabī, Taqrīb al-maʿārif fī l-kalām, ed. Riḍā al-Ustādhī, [Qum] 1404 [/1984 ].
